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Annex	  1.	  Response	  to	  ISPC	  comments	  
	  
An	  overarching	  response	  is	  that	  the	  15-­‐page	  limit	  on	  the	  proposal	  makes	  it	  very	  challenging	  to	  cover	  all	  aspects	  in	  
the	  detail	  required	  by	  the	  ISPC,	  and	  any	  additions	  in	  text	  would	  have	  to	  be	  matched	  by	  subtractions	  in	  text,	  
perhaps	  opening	  up	  other	  areas	  of	  the	  proposal	  to	  queries.	  	  
	  
ISPC	  comment	   CCAFS	  response	  
The	  theories	  of	  change	  fail	  to	  document	  
evidence	  in	  support	  of	  the	  change	  
mechanisms	  and	  crucially,	  ignore	  the	  
formulation	  of	  testable	  hypotheses	  
regarding	  those	  mechanisms	  (ISPC,	  
December	  2012,	  p.	  7).	  There	  is	  no	  statement	  
of	  assumptions	  regarding	  the	  ToC	  –	  what	  
are	  the	  conditions	  that	  need	  to	  be	  met	  for	  
the	  program	  to	  deliver?	  While	  CRP7	  has	  
done	  well	  to	  identify	  which	  FP	  is	  responsible	  
for	  each	  IDO	  (Figure	  2),	  identifying	  change	  
mechanisms	  to	  explain	  the	  relationships	  
between	  outputs	  and	  IDOs	  and	  SLOs,	  and	  
framing	  these	  as	  hypotheses	  for	  testing	  is	  
required.	  These	  program	  design	  concepts	  
are	  rapidly	  evolving	  and	  only	  partly	  formed	  
within	  CGIAR	  practice,	  so	  CRP7	  leaders	  
probably	  deserve	  some	  latitude	  at	  this	  
time.	  
Due	  to	  space	  limitations,	  the	  extension	  
proposal	  document	  presents	  a	  generic	  ToC	  
that	  links	  actions	  on	  research,	  effecting	  
policy	  and	  institutional	  change,	  and	  rolling	  
out	  CSA.	  CCAFS	  has	  conducted	  a	  number	  of	  
exercises	  with	  partners	  to	  arrive	  at	  impact	  
pathways	  and	  shared	  targets,	  but	  this	  is	  an	  
iterative	  process	  as	  the	  program	  is	  rolled	  
out,	  with	  the	  final	  set	  of	  regional	  
workshops	  to	  be	  conducted	  in	  the	  next	  few	  
months.	  We	  will	  end	  up	  with	  region-­‐specific	  
IPs	  that	  include	  IP-­‐specific	  risks	  and	  
assumptions,	  which	  CCAFS	  believes	  will	  be	  
more	  useful	  than	  generic	  assumptions.	  
Indicators	  (and	  associated	  targets)	  will	  be	  
set	  for	  each	  CCAFS	  component	  and	  region,	  
and	  be	  aggregated	  to	  Flagship	  level.	  The	  
CCAFS	  Planning	  &	  Reporting	  system	  (P&R)	  
(web-­‐based),	  provides	  the	  forward	  linkages	  
from	  outputs	  to	  outcomes	  for	  each	  
component,	  and	  these	  are	  linked	  to	  IDOs.	  
The	  Flagship	  4	  leader	  is	  now	  finalizing	  the	  
design	  of	  the	  P&R	  system,	  based	  on	  the	  trial	  
being	  conducted	  on	  results-­‐based	  
management.	  Flagship	  4	  has	  this	  
responsibility	  because	  area	  4	  of	  its	  research	  
agenda	  is	  to	  test	  hypotheses	  on	  the	  ways	  in	  
which	  knowledge	  and	  decision-­‐making	  
mechanisms	  lead	  to	  positive	  outcomes	  for	  
CCAFS	  target	  groups	  (at	  IDO	  and	  SLO	  level).	  
While	  it	  will	  not	  be	  possible	  to	  test	  all	  
assumptions	  inherent	  in	  CCAFS	  IPs,	  Flagship	  
4	  will	  provide	  some	  key	  hypothesis-­‐based	  
advances	  in	  global	  knowledge	  in	  this	  area.	  
It	  is	  not	  obvious	  that	  all	  the	  IDOs	  are	  on	  the	  
same	  level:	  an	  argument	  could	  be	  made	  that	  
IDOs	  2,	  3,	  4	  and	  5	  all	  contribute	  to	  food	  
security	  (IDO	  1).	  The	  IDO	  on	  mitigation	  is	  
likely	  to	  involve	  trade-­‐offs	  with	  other	  IDOs.	  
The	  IDOs,	  like	  the	  SLOs,	  are	  inter-­‐
dependent.	  CCAFS	  selected	  its	  IDOs	  from	  
the	  list	  generated	  by	  the	  Consortium.	  CCAFS	  
and	  other	  CRPs	  recognize	  that	  different	  
IDOs	  are	  not	  at	  the	  same	  level	  and	  that	  
there	  are	  possible	  trade-­‐offs	  among	  IDOs.	  
CCAFS	  is	  making	  efforts	  to	  assess	  these	  
trade-­‐offs.	  For	  example,	  the	  rationale	  for	  
the	  Climate	  Smart	  Village	  approach,	  in	  
which	  portfolios	  of	  interventions	  are	  tested	  
together	  and	  their	  success	  measured	  on	  
multiple	  IDO	  dimensions,	  is	  explicitly	  to	  
improve	  understanding	  of	  key	  trade-­‐offs.	  	  
CCAFS	  has	  identified	  indicators	  and	  
quantitative	  targets	  for	  2019	  and	  2025	  but,	  
in	  the	  absence	  of	  clear	  statement	  of	  
The	  P&R	  system	  makes	  project	  participants	  
be	  explicit	  about	  how	  near-­‐term	  (2015	  and	  
2016)	  outputs	  and	  activities	  link	  to	  longer-­‐
assumptions,	  some	  of	  these	  appear	  to	  be	  a	  
substantial	  leap.	  Overall,	  do	  all	  these	  targets	  
represent	  CRP7	  contributions	  or,	  as	  seems	  
likely,	  are	  they	  part	  of	  broader	  efforts	  
involving	  many	  organizations	  and	  partners?	  
Are	  the	  targets	  additive	  or	  overlapping?	  
term	  outcomes	  and	  IDOs.	  In	  all	  cases,	  the	  
targets	  are	  the	  outcome	  of	  work	  done	  with	  
partners,	  not	  the	  CCAFS	  contribution	  
extracted	  from	  a	  broader	  multi-­‐partner	  
effort.	  The	  “leap”	  actually	  encompasses	  
close	  partnerships	  with	  major	  national	  and	  
international	  efforts.	  The	  2025	  targets	  for	  
flagships	  1	  and	  2	  (20	  million	  farmers,	  50%	  
women)	  may	  overlap,	  depending	  on	  the	  
geographic	  focus	  of	  the	  work.	  The	  2019	  
targets	  do	  not	  overlap.	  	  
It	  is	  unclear	  how	  mainstreaming	  gender	  in	  
FPs	  feeds	  back	  to	  shape	  FP	  priorities	  and	  
activities;	  developing	  hypotheses	  and	  
clarifying	  mechanisms	  within	  theories	  of	  
change,	  as	  suggested	  above,	  should	  help	  to	  
clarify	  these	  adaptive	  relationships	  within	  
the	  CRP	  impact	  pathways.	  	  
CCAFS	  has	  systems	  for	  internal	  learning	  and	  
strategic	  change,	  most	  importantly	  its	  
Independent	  Science	  Panel	  that	  reviews	  
progress	  and	  strategy	  twice	  per	  year,	  and	  
will	  adjust	  effort	  based	  on	  learning	  on	  
gender.	  One	  hypothesis	  that	  CCAFS	  will	  test	  
is	  that	  gender	  is	  indeed	  a	  major	  
determinant	  of	  “climate-­‐smart”	  outcomes	  
at	  household,	  community	  and	  national	  
level.	  We	  will	  explore	  where	  it	  matters	  
most,	  and	  use	  those	  findings	  to	  adjust	  
program	  strategy	  in	  terms	  of	  partnerships	  
and	  impact	  pathways	  	  
CRP7	  seems	  committed	  to	  cross-­‐CRP	  
collaboration,	  especially	  as	  a	  vehicle	  for	  FP	  1	  
on	  Climate	  Smart	  Agriculture	  (CSA).	  
However,	  operational	  aspects	  of	  
coordination	  mechanisms	  are	  not	  described	  
in	  sufficient	  detail	  here	  to	  comment.	  
CCAFS	  has	  provided	  further	  detail	  
(attached)	  on	  the	  mechanisms	  for	  
partnership	  with	  FTA	  and	  Livestock	  &	  Fish.	  
CCAFS	  is	  in	  the	  process	  of	  developing	  
similar	  plans	  with	  other	  relevant	  CRPs.	  
While	  CRP7	  has	  described	  major	  changes	  in	  
context	  (CSA	  Alliance,	  role	  of	  information	  
age	  in	  addressing	  poor	  extension	  services	  for	  
farmers	  etc.),	  there	  is	  not	  sufficient	  
discussion	  of	  what	  specific	  new	  components	  
have	  been	  introduced	  (besides	  how	  their	  
CSA	  strategy	  will	  be	  further	  embedded	  in	  
global	  bodies)	  and	  how	  these	  relate	  to	  these	  
contextual	  changes	  that	  CRP7	  considers	  
important,	  and	  what	  components	  are	  
coming	  to	  an	  end.	  	  
The	  extension	  proposal	  has	  provided	  an	  
important	  opportunity	  to	  focus	  the	  CCAFS	  
agenda	  more	  tightly,	  rather	  than	  adding	  
new	  components.	  The	  key	  changes	  are	  as	  
follows:	  
FP1:	  inclusion	  of	  all	  farm-­‐level	  “climate-­‐
smart”	  innovations	  under	  one	  flagship	  
(previously	  spread	  across	  Themes	  1,	  2	  and	  
3);	  increased	  resource	  allocation	  to	  local	  
decision	  systems	  (FP1.2)	  and	  scale	  
mechanisms	  (FP1.3).	  
FP2:	  move	  from	  broad	  focus	  on	  all	  climate-­‐
risk	  management	  towards	  specific	  
interventions,	  namely	  (a)	  yield	  prediction	  
(b)	  climate	  information	  services	  and	  (c)	  
social	  safety	  nets	  and	  (d)	  insurance.	  
FP3:	  shift	  of	  paradigm,	  away	  from	  design	  
and	  testing	  of	  “co-­‐benefits	  of	  agricultural	  
mitigation	  for	  poor	  people”	  to	  “co-­‐benefits	  
of	  new	  agricultural	  development	  pathways	  
for	  mitigation”	  –	  requires	  shifts	  in	  
partnerships	  and	  types	  of	  analyses;	  less	  
emphasis	  on	  rural	  communities’	  access	  to	  
market-­‐based	  incentives.	  
FP4:	  increased	  emphasis	  on	  testing	  
hypotheses	  on	  policies	  and	  institutions;	  
discontinuation	  of	  “Linking	  knowledge	  and	  
action”	  as	  a	  stand-­‐alone	  component	  (now	  
mainstreamed).	  In	  addition	  major	  changes	  
in	  the	  portfolio	  within	  Flagships	  have	  been	  
made	  (i.e.	  at	  a	  level	  of	  detail	  not	  possible	  to	  
describe	  in	  10	  pages).	  This	  includes	  greater	  
focus	  on	  key	  farming	  systems	  and	  
commodities	  within	  regions;	  much	  tighter	  
regional	  integration	  of	  Center	  work;	  
elimination	  of	  all	  legacy	  work.	  
	  
	  
